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TESTIMONY OF MR R LEWIS SHAM
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF

HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL

June 4, 1987

Mr. S. R. Wright
Director, Environmental Division
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
Post Office Box A
Ai ken, South Carolina 29802

Re: Oraft Envi ronmental Impact Statement
(OEIS) , Waste Management Activities for Ground
Water Protection at the Savannah River Plant,
April , 1987

Oear Mr. Wright:

The South Carol ina Department of Health and
Envi ronmental Control (OHEC) has reviewed the
referenced OEIS and offers the following comments
and recommendations for finalizing the EIS.
Comments are provided with regard to the general
scope and content as well as program specific
concerns.

E. I.S. - Re~ulatorv Interface

The OEIS has been s.bmi tted at a time when OHEC’S
regulatory coverage over a number of waste
management activities has recently been clarified
creating a somewhat d.pl lcati. e coverage. For this

reason, DHEC’5 comments today are 1 imi ted to the
programmatic, long–range aspects of
waste–management practices at SRP. O.r
project-specific requi rements will be developed and
transmitted to DOE in the future through normal
regulatory processes, incorporating the applicable
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regulatory requirements into a multi-media approach
which is consistent with the programmatic and

/ long-range concerns raised in our comments today.
In this multi-media, regulatory process, DHEC is
fairly ‘on fident that the ‘<Combination Strategy ’n
Dro Dosed in the DEIS will be conceot. allv
acceptable within the scope of apoiicabl~
regulations.

r– 1 However, there are two categorical exceptions to
this approach. First, sanitary solid waste a“d
land-aDDl ied wastewater are not covered in the
OEIS, ;; we requested, in our comment “umber 2 in
the scoping process.

f-2 Second, high level waste and TRu waste are not
clearly covered by any regulatory authorities
outside of DOE and are not covered in the DEIS.
OHEC recommends that the final EIS, in order to be
comprehensive, discuss tbe impacts of all waste
management activities on ground water at SRP.

The sanitary landfill and
wastewater facilities are

land-applied
c.rrentl. ooerated

in ac’orda”ce with permits issued by”’
SCDHEC. Since these operations are
prescribed by the conditions of the SCDHEC
permits, alternative operational strategies
will not be developed thro. gh the general
NEPA process or this specific EIS. These
facilities are not currently considered to
be either mixed, radioactive, or hazardous
waste sites. DOE will continue to interact
with SCDHEC on these permitted operations.

High-level waste and transuranic (TRU) waste
have bee” evaluated in other NEPA documents
prepared by DOE and are referenced in this
FE IS. HLW is stored in tanks at the SRP
awaiting processing in the Defense Waste
Processing Facility (DwPF) and repository
disposal Stored TRu waste will also be
disposed of in a Federal reposi tovy. The
impacts on h.ma” health a“d the e“viro”me”t
of buried TRU waste are assessed as a part
of the 643–G facilitv. Pursuant to the
Federal Reuister not~ce of May 1, 1987, DOE
and EPA are consul ti”g to determine the
regulatory status of the sites containing
these wastes
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In the development of DHEC~s regulatory
requirements, we will consider these variables in
the future and recomend that the final EIS outline
an approach or ranking system to assist in this
effort in order to provide a consistent base for
future data collection and decision making. It is
further recommended that the priority ranking
system and the remedy selection system place a
minor weighting factor on proximity to the SRP
boundary since envi ronmental standards apply
plantwi de.

In addition to these general programmatic comments
on the OEIS, OHEC has the following, more
program–specific comments:

Bureau of Radiological Health

It is our view that an overall combination strategy
would provide maximal remedi ati on, evaluated on a
case by case basis for each area. As presented in
this document the el imination strategy poses a
significant occupational risk of radiation
exposure. Therefore the elimination strategy
should only be considered in cases of extreme
radiological contamination, or in special cases
where hazardous concerns greatly outweigh the
potential radiological exposure.

F-5 As shown in this report, there are several areas Technologies considered and evaluated in the
where radio nuclide concentrations exceed EIS for new low-level radioactive waste
ground-water standards. It is o“r opinion that disposal facilities include liners and
present low level waste trench construction should leachate collection systems to reduce the
be modified to decrease the probability of probability that radioactive constituents
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migration of the radioactive constituents. The
following should be included in addition to present
requirements:

1. French drains and sumps should be included,

2. Trenches should be excavated so that there is a
minimum separation of 5 feet between the trench
bottom and the highest recorded water-table
elevation.

3. Superficial sand layers should be removed.

4. Qual ity assurance should be i“acted to inhibit
the severity of future trench subsidence.
(i .e. , waste placement, backfill ing procedures,
etc. )

We also feel that move stringent requirements
should be placed on the waste forms to decrease
their leachability. All waste should be dewatered
to less than O.yL free standing liquid by volume,
and liquid waste solidified. Absorbed liquids,
oils, and lubricants should not be accepted.

will migrate

The Engineered Low Level Trench (ELLT)
design includes a French drain which is
sloped to a central sump. The sump can be
checked and pumped to remove any liquids.

A minimum separation of ten feet is
maintained between the bottom of the trench
and the perma”e”t water-table elevation.

Superficial sand layers are not removed in
individual trenches; however, any sand
layers present at the boundary of the burial
ground will be evaluated and SCDHEC will be
consulted to determine how the oresence of
these layers might affect the a~il ity of the
closure cap to retard migration of potential
contaminants. A low–level waste compaction
process is operational at SRP prior to
placement. The compaction program is
expected to inhibit subsidence at the
disposal facility.

Current SRP practices require 1 iquids to be
absorbed on non-biodegradable absorbent with
a 3 to 1 ratio (absorbent to liquid) prior
to acceptance which significantly decreases
waste leachability. Oils and lubricants are
not accepted for disposal

Compliance with 00E Order 5820.2 will be
assured before the Construction of
additional LLW disposal facilities. DOE-HQ
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F-6

F-7

F-8

It is o.. understanding the DOE has adopted the
general requi rements specified in 10 CFR Part 61,
Land Oisposal of Radioactive Waste. In our

opinion, 00E should establish stricter requirements
for disposal of radioactive waste and mixed waste
due to the speci fic geohydrology and humid
environment of the Savannah River Plant.

The proposed ground-water monitoring program states
that for most areas, sampling will be performed
quarterly for the first year and annually for the
next 29 years. Our opinion is that sampling for
radionucl ides should be performed on a more
frequent basis, and for a longer period of time.

It is stated on p.3-47 that ‘(The only other nuclear
facility operating within 80 kilometers of SRP is
the low-level radioactive waste burial site
operated by Chem–Nucl ear Systems, Inc. .“ There
are several other nuclear facilities within 80
kilometers of SRP. It is also mentioned that “the
Alvin W, Vogtle plant is currently under
construct ion.” It should be noted that this plant
has received an operating license.

is evaluating DOE Order 5820.2 to determine
if stricter requi rements are warranted for
humid, eastern sites. Mixed waste will not
be disposed of in the same facility as
low-level waste. 00E will continue to work
wi th SCOHEC to def i “e gro. ndwater prote’ti o“
limits.

The 30-year monitoring requirement was
chosen to provide a consistent basis for
cost comparisons in this EIS. The type of
radio nucl ides that may be present in
are. ndwater underneath the site would
~etermine the adequacy of the sampl ing
period and the frequency of sampling.
Sampl ]ng would be performed quarterly for
the first year or as negotiated with the
regulatory process

Unit 1 of Plant Vogtle began full power
operation in May 1987. Page 3-52 of text
has been corrected to reflect this changed
condition.
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Bureau of Water SIJDD 1 v and SDec ial Proarams

General Comments

F-9 1. The proposed ground-water monitoring to be
conducted under each strategy is essentially
the same, quarterly for one year and annually
for twenty-nine years. As many of the waste
sites are considered to be solid waste
management uni ts (SWMU’s) under RCRA,
ground-water monitoring must be conducted such
that the spirit of the South Carolina Hazardous
Waste Management Regulations ( SCHWMR’s) is
met. In general , for any waste site where
either any waste is to remain in place or
ground-water contamination exists, ground-water
monitoring which meets the requirements of
R.61-79.264.98 and 264.99 of the SCHWMR’S must
be performed. The appropriate moni tori ng
program should be determined based on the
requirements of 264.91. If remediation of
contaminated groundwater is necessary then
monitoring should be performed per 264.100.

F-10 2. In general , the combination strategy is most
compatible with existing closure activities
being addressed under the SCHWMR’S. However,
this strategy calls for waste removal at only
zeven waste sites, the old F-Area seepage basin
and the si x R-Area seepage basi ns. Addi ti onal
sites Should be considered for inclusion on
this llst. In particular, waste should be
removed from si tes where the physi cal nature
and/or mode of containment (or lack thereof)
would provide an ongoing source of leach ate and
groundwater contamination. Remediation of
contaminated gro. ndwater by pumping at such
sites, without source removal , could
necessitate corrective action programs without
any foreseeable stopping point.

The 30-year monitoring requirement was
chosen to provide a consistent basis for
cost comparisons in the EIS. The
specification of the exact monitoring
program to be implemented at each site is
beyond the scope of this EIS and NEPA
objectives. These details are being
determined in the RCRA permitting (Part B)
process. Where appropriate, solid waste
management units (SWMU) are discussed
explicitly only in R.61-79.264. 101.
Groundwater monitoring regulations for SWMUS
have not yet been developed under either
Federal or state statutes. As part of the
RCRA permitting process, the SRP is
currently negotiating with SCDHEC and EPA to
identify groundwater monitoring requirements
for SWMU

The seven sites included in the Combination
strategy were sel ected based on m.1 ti pathway
transport model ing and are considered
prel iminary choices for purposes of
comparison and strategy selection in this
EIS. The final number of sites at which
waste will be removed will be determined
following DOE’s Record of Decision,
subsequent regulatory a9e. CY interactions,
ongoing and future monitoring, modeling, and
site-speci fic characterizations.



Table L-2. DOE Responses to Comments on Draft EIS
(Page 114 of 210)

Comment
number Comments Responses

F-1 1 3. Several remedi ation methods are described in
Appendi. C of the EIS (Volume 2). The list of
methods includes Permeable Treatment Beds,
Ground Water Pumping, and Impermeable
Barriers. Of these three major methodologies,
pumpage of contaminated ground water is most
apPlicabl: tO t?e, SRP, because of physical and
technological llm~tatlons of the other two
methodologies at some sites, and because the
use of permeable treatment beds could be
considered hazardous waste land treatment and
possibly subject to the RCRA permitting
requirements as hazardous waste units. The use
of impermeable barriers, as stated in Appendix
C, is limited to sites where the water table is
shallow and a confining unit is present. It
should be noted that the use of barriers in a
water table aquifer that is hydraulically
interconnected with underlying aquifers could
increase head pressure in the water table and
enhance discharge to the lower aquifer. In
these situations ground-water recovery wells
should be used in conjunction with the
impermeable barriers to rel i eve head pressures
and recover contaminated gro. ndwater. In
general , the use of ground-water recovery wells
at all sites with ground-water contamination,
supplemented with impermeable barriers systems
on a case by case basis would be the preferred
remedial methodology. In place source
remediation technologies, for example, vadose
zone extraction, should also be considered.

F-12 4. Special co(>sideration should be given to
locating permanent waste disposal facilities in
areas where the head reversal between the
Congaree and Black Creek Aquifers is not
present. As this situation will allow recharge
to the Black Creek Aquifer from overlying and
potentially contaminated units. Alternate,
‘ ‘.. vulnerable, areas should be considered.

Appendj. C Provides a generic description of
potential remedial , treatment, and closure
action technologies and thei r applicability
to existing waste sites at the SRP. The
scope of this EIS is not intended to select
any speci fic remedial , treatment, or closure
technique or conlbi nations thereof.
Appropriate techniques will be selected as
part of project-specific actions subsequent
to DOE’s Record of Decision (ROD) and future
permitting actions and studies.

The sites proposed for new SRP disposal
facilities are in locations where there is a
head reversal between the Co”garee and Black
Creek aquifers, The candidate sites
selected for the proposed new disposal
facil i ties for hazardous, mixed, low-level
radioactive, and cement/fly ash matrix (C FM)
wastes are located in areas of upward
gradient (i. e., ‘,head reversal”) from the
Black Creek to the Congaree aquifers.
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F-14

F-15

F-16

Soeci fic Comments

F-13 5. The discussions in the DEIS pertaining to the
vertical extent of ground-water contamination
impl ies that only water table aquifers have
been affected. As ground–water contamination
has been observed i n the Congaree and B1 ack
Creek aqui fers the discussion should be revised
to include the deeper leaky confined aquifers
as well

6. The description of recharge and discharge areas
at the SRP should include the A/M area as a
potential recharge area for the Black Creek
aquifer. The AIM area is characterized in
Figure 3-5 as an area where the Congaree head
exceeds the head i n the Black Creek Aqui fer.
It has also been determined during the
ground–water quality assessment that units of
the Ellenton Formation are absent in this
area. Figure 3-5 also shows a no head reversal
area In the Par Pond and R–Area vicinity.

7. Paragraph two of section 2.1 (page 2–2) implies
that long term monitoring (post closure care)
will not be required at sites where the waste
is removed as part of the closure operation.
It should be noted that clean closure is not
possible if ground-water contamination has
occurred. Therefore, Io”g term monitoring will
be necessary at any site where waste is left in
place (i. e., closed as a landfill) or
ground-water contamination is confi rmed.

8. The discussion of hydrostratigraphy in
paragraph four of section 3.4.1 describes the
El lenton Formation as an “effective barrier to
downward migration”. It should be noted that

The EIS specifically discusses impacts to
aqui fers on page 3-20. Further discussion
of confined aquifers is found at A.2.2 and
A.2,3 of the FE IS.

This comment is addressed in the FEIS (see
Section 3.4.2.2; page 3-20, and Appendix A;
page A-23, and revised Fi g.res A-6 and A-7
on pages A–25 and A–26.

The FEIS addresses long–term monitoring in
Section 2.1, page 2.2. The following
sentence is added. ‘<Long-term monitoring
will be necessary at any site where waste is
left i“ place (i. e., closed as a landfill)
or ground-water contamination is co”fi rmed. ”

See the response to comments F-13 and F-18.
Changes have bee. made to text on Pa9es 3-17
and 3-20.
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current data confi rms the presence of VOC’S in
the Black Creek aquifer in the AIM area,
suggesting that leakage between the El lenton
and Black Creek occurs.

F-17

F-18

F-19

F-20

9.

10,

11,

12

Additional discussion is needed describing the
source and nature of the hydra.1 ic conductivity
data presented in Table 3.6. Specifically, are
they data lab or field generated, and if lab
generated were samples disturbed or undisturbed?

Section 3.4.2.2 paragraph 3 states that impact
to the Black Creek aquifer has been confirmed
in nnlv . . . well cluster at SRP. It should be
noted ~hat other Black Creek weils in M-Area
.vh; h;+ ViTC’. .n. r; fic,ll. M$R-7?TA .“4.,. ,.
MSC.

.-, ---- ., . ..-. . . . . . .------------
-37TA, however, the validity of the data is

considered by SRP to be questionable due to
supposed leakage along the well casings. Also,
the contaminant plume concentration and extent
illustrations (Figure A-13) should be revised
to reflect more recent data than the April/July
19B4 sampl i ng.

The potential for plume convergence from the
A/M Area and the Silverton Road waste site and
it’s affect on water quality should be
discussed in section 4.2.1.1 regarding
ground-water impacts.

The discussion of ground-water impacts on page
4-34 describes re-injection of treated ground
water as part of the remedial action process.
It should be noted that waste injection 1s not
permitted under state regulations.

The data on Table 3-6 were obtained from
laboratory analyses of undisturbed samples.
This information has been added to the EIS,

The occurrence of VOCS in wells other than
MSB–37 is addressed in this FEIS in Section
3,4.1, page 3-17, and Section 3.4.1, page
3-20,

This comment is the subject of ongoing
discussion with SCDHEC and is being
addressed through the RCRA permitting
process. If this interaction does occur, it
will not significantly affect the type or
extent of envi ronmental impacts or chan9e
the EIS conclusions.

The EIS discusses reinfection as a potential
offset to groundwater impacts such as
surface subsidence or excessive drawdown.
Reinfection of treated recovered uroundwater
is n~t construed in the EIS as wa; te
reinfection. Reinfection will only be used
to offset groundwater impacts if permitted
using applicable regulatory processes.



Table L-2. DOE Responses to Comments on Oraft EIS
(Page 117 of 210)

Comment
number Comments Responses

F-22

F-2 I 13.

14.

15.F-23

F-24

The discussion in Section 5,2.1 regarding
ground-water contaminants confirmed in F and
H-Areas should be revised to reflect current
data. Specifically, the presence of lead,
mercury and cadmium should be described. Also,
Tables A-10, A-1 1, and B-13 should be revised
accordi ngly.

More of the recent data should be used in
describing site ground-water elevations and
flow di rectio”s, The maps in Appendix A are
generally based on 1982 data: Maps should be
prepared from several years of data, including
current water level measurements, so that any
changes in water level can be evaluated.

The discussion of the hydraul ic characteristics
of the various units in Appendix A should be
expanded to include a description of onsite
recharge areas for the Black Creek aquifer.
Section A.3.2 describes off site recharge but no
mention is made of the onsite areas of no head
reversal (A/M and Par Pond Areas)

Bureau of so 1 id & Hazardous Waste Manaaemen~

1. Eve” though the DEIS is not to be considered as
a regulatory permitting vehicle, there should
be some discussion as to how it m:y, affect
current and future permitting actlvltles.
Problems may arise between RCRA permitting
activities, such as the RCRA Facility
Assessment, and waste site identifications
Derformed in the OEIS.

Fi rst quarter 1987 analytical results
indicated that concentrations of lead,
cadmium, and mercury exceeded the Primary
Orinking Water Standard at some F-Area
Seepage Basin Wells. These data are
presented in the final EIS at Table 3-8 and
new Table B-12.

In preparing the EIS the 1982 gro”ndwater
elevation data were compared with the more
recent 1985 data; no significant changes
were observed. Accordingly, DOE believes
that the 1982 data is appropriate for use in
the EIS.

Site-specific data will be included as
,. . ,.

necessary a“r, ng regulatory 3nceracc10ns

DOE will fully comply with RCRA as stated on
page 1-3 of the EIS. The EIS serves as a
focal point and provides an overall view of
the environmental impacts of alternative
waste management activities. Req”i red
regulatory actions, including those required
by RCRA and/or SCOHEC requirements, will be
implemented by 00E, While specific actions
at individual waste sites ,nay differ from
EIS discussions, significant changes in
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F-25 2. The DEIS continuously states that it uses the
terms !!hazardou~’, , ‘,1ow level radio active’,. and

F-26

F-27

“mjx. d-waste(’ i. their most common everyday
sense, without specific regard to technical or
regulatory definitions. Without the knowledge
of what is referred to when using these terms,
understanding how different sites will be
addressed is-difficult

3. The strategies developed in the DEIS appear
be in accordance with RCRA which allows for
either removing the waste (elimination) or
leaving it in place with proper monitoring
(dedication).

to

4. When developing alternative strategies for
existing waste sites, the term cost–effective
is used. The context in which possible
cost-effective analysis were used should be
discussed

5. The priority that DOE is using in the process
of proceeding with waste management activities,
to comply with appl i cable requirements, is
unclear.

impacts are not anticipated, and in most
cases the actual impacts will be lower.
Deviations from the specific action
descriptions of the EIS will be made as
required by regulatory interactions;
however, DOE feels that these deviations
will not contradict the value of the EIS or
the overall impact conclusions of the Record
of Oecisi on.

Table 2-4 lists the potential categories of
waste vs. waste sites. The terms
,’ hazardous, ,, ,, Iow_l ~vel radi oacti ve, ” and

“mixed wastes” are primarily terms to
identify and categorize the wastes
regardless of whether individual
constituents levels exceed regulatory
definition. Negotiation of the applicable
regulations will determine the
categorization of individual sites. see
page 1-2 for examples of waste terms and
types.

Cost-effective or cost benefit analyses will
be part of future project-specific actions.
Although these types of analyses were not
used in the EIS, costs were provided to give
the decisi onmaker a basis for deciding on an
alternative strategy)

Site-specific waste management priorities
will be establ i shed as part of regulatory
and permitting activities.
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F-28 6. It appears that the environmental impacts under
the dedication strategy and the combination
strategy would be basically the same, since
there would be dedicated disposal sites
included in either strategy.

F-29 1. Two of the proposed strategies (elimination and
combination) provide for removing waste to the
extent possible. While this may be acceptable
for non-RCRA sites, RCRA requires the removal
of hazardous constituents to background levels
or provide for post-closure.

F-30 8. Section 6.2.3. I does not include all of the
units which DOE has included in the Part A for
SRP. In addition to those units listed, the
following units are also operating under
interim status at SRP:

Mixed Waste Storage Facility 633-29G

Mixed Waste Oil (Triti ated) Storage Tank S-32

Process Waste Interim Storage Facility

Bureau of Distriti Services. Lower S. vahnah
District Office

F-3 1 1. In the list of sites investigated, the sanitary
landfill is excluded. As was the past general
practice, hazardous wastes were buried in many
sanitary landfills and may have been buried at
the SRP landfill. 1. any case, we bel ie.e
ground water contamination is beginning to show
up beneath the landfill and therefore should be
addressed.

Responses

The most significant differences between the
Dedication and Combination strategies are in
the number of sites dedicated to waste
management use and acreages. The comparison
of and differences in environmental impacts
of all waste management strategies Including
differences i n impacts between the
Dedication and Combination strategies are
give” in Table 2-10.

The language of the EIS is “to the extent
practicable,’, Future regulatory
interactions will be used to determine final
cleanup requi ren,ents and post-closure care.

These units have bee” added to Section
6.2.3.1

See the response to comment F-1



Table L-2. DOE Responses to Comments on Draft EIS
(Page 120 of 210)

Comment
number Comments Responses

F-32 2. Should not the Water Classifications and Water Classifications and Standards
Standards Regulations, Regulations 61-68 and Regulations R.61–68 and 61–69 have been
61-69, be included, as they relate to added to Table 6–2.
groundwater contamination? Table 6-2 on
regulations does not include these regulations,

F-33 3. The summary states that “Groundwater This statement in the Summary has been
contamination of some water table aauifers has cha. ~ed to read ‘(Groundwater co”tami”ation
occurred occasionally at some sites “because of of s;me aq. i fers
these waste management practices. ” This these previously
statement is somewhat misleading in that water practices, ,’
table and other deeper aqui fers are
contaminated around some of the basins. It is
misleading in that these areas were
contami nated some 30 years ago and was~e has
been continually released into the aquifer.

If you have any questions regarding these comments,
please contact .s.

Very truly yours,

R. Lewis Shaw, P.E.
Deput,y Commissioner
Environmental Quality Control

RLS/JMF/cm

cc: Governor’s Office

has occurred because of
acceptable waste management
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STATEMENT OF MR. GARY K. SPEIRAN
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

Water Resources Oivision
1835 Assembly St. , Suite 677A
Columbia, SC 29201-2492
May 29, 1987

Mr. S. R. Wright
Director, Environmental Division
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
P. O. 80X A
Aiken, South Carolina 29802

Oear Mr. Wright:

I have briefly reviewed the draft environmental
impact statement ‘(Waste Management Activities for
Groundwater Protection, Savannah River Plant,
Ai ken, South Carol ina. (, This review has consisted
of a general review of the content and
organization. Technical merit of the report from a
hydrologic and water-quality standpoint was not
reviewed because much remai n% unknown about the
geohydrology and water chemistry of the systems
affected at the scale necessary to provide such
,, V,,W,

The comments provided are ones that 1 believe would
enhance the readability, understanding, and
credibility of this and similar reports. The
volume of material included makes it easy for the
reader to feel overwhelmed and confused by what is
provided. If such a volume of material is not
presented clearly the reader may feel that there is
an attempt to cover up problems and confuse the
Situation.

G-1 Impressions are important. One of the fi rst Gro.ndwater protection is the primary EIS
impressions is created by the title, which implies focus as cited in the Notice of Intent (50
that the report relates waste–management activities FR 16535, April 26, 1985). Other
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to ground-water protection only. The text also
relates these activities to surface-water,
ecological , and other protection. To bring the
report to the attention of those not interested in
ground-water protection but interested in other
aspects discussed, the contents of the title and
text should be the same.

G-2 Section 1 (Purpose and Need) contains a lot of
background material relating to waste-management
activities that may best be put into an
introduction. The purpose and need section should
briefly give the purpose and need for this report,
not for the waste-management activities. In this
way the reader will know why this report has been
written. Also, material in the heading and in the
body of the section should be put in the same order

G-3 In some instances material could be more effective
if located elsewhere, Subsections 2,5.4–2,5.12
discuss impacts of the waste-management
alternatives on the ground water, surface water,
and other parts of the environment. These systems
have not been described to this point which makes
it difficult for the reader to evaluate the
validity of the statements made. It appears that
an attempt is being made to convince the reader of
these points before the data supporting or refuting
them is presented. The impacts are also described
in Section 4 after the affected environments are
described i“ Section 3, The impact discussion in
Section 2 should be deleted.

G-4 Subsections 3.7 (Radiation and Hazardous Chemical
Environment) and 3.8 (Control and Security) do not
seem to belong in a section on affected
environments as separate subsections. Radiation
and hazardous chemicals are not environments, but
constituents that can be monitored in the existing
envi ronments. Control and security does not relate
to the description of environments. Both
subsections should be made into separate sections
or integrated into existing sections.

environmental impacts are also evaluated
See the Cover Sheet.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with CEQ
reg.latio”s (40 CFR 1500-1508) implementing
NEPA. 40 CFR 1502.13, Purpose and Need,
states, ‘, The statement shall briefly specify
the underlying purpose and need to which the
agency is responding in proposing the
alternatives incl”dirlg the proposed action.’,

Chapter 2 is a description of alternative
waste ma”aqement strategies and their
associated environmental impacts taken from
Chapter 4. The Summary sets the stage for
all subsequent discussions. See the
response to comment G-2.

See the response to comment G-2.
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G-5 One discrepancy was noted in the text on page A-15 The EIS text states, “The green clay ~
in the second paragraph. In the thi rd sentence, to be continuous. . .“ See also page A-6.
the green clay is said to be continuous, but then
is said to be disco ”tin. ous north and west of Upper
Three Runs in sentence 5. These should be made to
agree.

1 hope that this disc. ss{on is useful in helping to
improve the readability, understanding, and
credibility of the report.

Sincerely,

Gary K. Spei ran
Hydrologist

GKS/vwf
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STATEMENT OF MS. BARBARA W. GERTH

June 10, 1987
1105 Fontanna Avenue
West Columbia, S, C. 29169

Mr. S. R. Wright
Oi rector of Environmental Division
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Office
P. 0, Box A
Ai ken, South Carol ina 29802

Thank you Mr. Wright for sending me a copy of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement concerning
Groundwater Protection at the Savannah River i“
Ai ken, South Carolina.

H-1 From reading the statement I have concluded that The alternative waste management strategies
your “dedication” plan either by itsel f or as it considered in the EIS represent a range of
occurs within the combination plan is not a viable waste management activities, The
plan and should not be tolerated by any citizen of assessments of these strategies provide 00E
S.C. or this country. You or we will not decisionmakers with reasonable choices.
“dedicate” land that we have destroyed through
carelessness, lack of consideration, and ignoring
rules and regulations that we impose on others.

\<Elimination,, of al I toxic chemicals, radiated

particles, a[)d mixed chemicals areas must be the
only option. All temporary storage for cleanup and
recycl ing should be above ground.

The goal of this draft must be total cleanup
through the el imination of toxic wastes and
radiation at all sites within an immediate time
f ra,>]e.

Due to the magnitude, mixing, and buildup of wastes
seeping into the plants envi ronment, this problem
will receive top priority at the plant and
supercede new plans of creating further wastes at
the site.
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H-2

H-3

H-4

Through our final draft of “Total cleanup” this
problem will be given priority status to ensure
adequate financing to restore this land and cease
seepage of wastes.

I am aware that this draft pertains to Savannah
River site, but let,. set a precedent and actually
have DOE clean up a site. Think of the jobs for
engineers, chemists, physicists, etc. New
technologies may be discovered. Universities could
be involved.

With all of the technologies used, they must employ Occupational and worker risks are discussed
strict safety standards concerning the environment and assessed under each strategy.
and the personnel involved.

We must also address the problem of nuclear and See the response to comment D-5.
chemical wastes being created and encourage their
reduction due to the massive problem of controlling
thei r wastes. We should not accept wastes from
other states.

We should halt nuclear weapons testing and decrease
the amount of nuclear weapons that are made. We
must decrease the amount of wastes from nuclear
medicine and research and substitute other less
dangerous techniques.

DOE must present the draft to other agencies of the
Federal government to ensure a reduction in arms
and nuclear testing safely due to an inability to
handle wastes from the production of these
materials. Also to encourage the cleanup of other
sites the defense department has polluted in our
state.

As our main goal in the final draft OOE must 00E has proposed three ‘(action” waste

el iminate all polluted waste sites at the Savannah management strategies for removal , closure,
River Plant in Aiken, S.C. to stop the seepage of and remedial action at existing waste sites;
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chemicals and radioactive particles into the establishment of new disposal/storage
gro. ndwater aqu?fers, vegetation, and in the near
f“t”re “s,

facil i ties, and discharge of disassembly
basin purge water.

Sincerely,

Barbara W. Gerth

. _.
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STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN C SNEOEKER
SYNERGISTIC DYNAMICS , INC.

US DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Savannah River Operations Office
Box A
Aiken, SC 29802

Attention: Mr. S. R. Wright, Oirector-Envi ronmental
Division

Re: Oraft Envi ronmental Impact Statement 0120D -
“Waste Management EIS’>

Dear Mr. Wright:

1 respond herewith, as a private citizen, and as
P~esident of SYNERGISTIC DYNAMICS, INC. , a
professional services fi rm with expertise and
experience in the aerospace, defense and high
technology industries, to DOE’S call for comments
on the subject DE IS, These comments are summarized
as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

The DEIS is adequate for the purpose for which
it is intended,

The “combination strategy”’ recommended by DOE

apPears to be the best of the four
alternatives,

The undersigned supports the concept of an
independent Oversight Committee, subject to
the reservations set forth herein,

The 00E’s Savannah River Plant (SRP) is well known
as a facility that produces weapons-grade nuclear
materials. It is also the second source of fuel
materials for Naval Nuclear Propulsion Systems. It
is less well known that the entire 300 square mile
reservation was designated (in 1972) as the
Nation’s first National Environmental Research
Park. Laboratories and plants within SRP are
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involved in a broad range of activities relating to
the protection of th environment, i“cludinq
programs for immobil ization and subsequent
permanent storage of high-level , liquid radioactive
waste; continuing high-level radiological waste
management; chemical reprocessing technology; and
studies of the environmental effects of nuclear and
industrial operations, The laboratories
administered by the Savannah River Operations
Office (SRO) having major missions related to the
envi ronment are the Savannah River Laboratory
( SRL) , the Savannah River Ecology Laboratory
(SREL) , and the Savannah River Forest Station.

1-1 Ensuring radiation safety of the public and
protection of the environment from a variety of
nuclear and non-nuclear wastes has been a primary
objective of 00E and its operating contractors at
the SRP since 1952, when construction of the
facillty first began. Many of the waste management
strategies and facilities involving low-level
radioactive, hazardous, and mixed wastes were not
in strict compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) , when it was
enacted seventeen years later. The 00E has
embarked on a major program to bring waste
management and disposal facilities at SRP into full
compliance with NEPA and other applicable federal
and state statutes. Alternative strategies are
presented in considerable detail in a Oraft
Envi ronmental Impact Statement (DEIS) , issued in
April 1987, and which was the subject of public
hearing held in Savannah and Aiken, S.C. in early
June. The strategy recommended by DOE is termed
the ‘<Combination Strategy” which will involve
removal of wastes at certain sites, closure of
others, establishment of new retrievable storage
and disposal facilities, and continued research of
new technologies for permanent disposal of nuclear

Chapter 6 describes the applicable statutes
and regulations (i e. , RCRA, HSWA, CERCLA,
SARA, and South Carolina Hazardous Waste
Management Regulations, SCHWMR) which govern
SRP waste management activities.
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wastes. Capital costs could be as high as $2
bill ion. Estimated annual operating costs range
from $18 to 26 million.

As a large industrial complex, SRP is, in many
ways, similar to a small city, and has the same
problems of supply of utilities and disposal of a
broad spectrum of wastes, including sewage and
emissions from coal-fi red power plants. Many Of
the so-called ‘<hazardous” wastes that are the
subject of the DEIS are chemicals common to many
industrial plants. Few municipalities, if any,
have the combination of monitoring stations and
laboratories dedicated to waste management that
exist at SRP. The research activities of the 00E
laboratories at SRP contribute significantly to the
publ ic welfare throughout the Nation and the World.

The safety record at SRP is outstanding. Ouring
construction in the early 1950’s, Ou Pant and its
many sub–contractors earned the dist~ncti On Of
running the world’s safest construction project.
SRP has consistently been ranked fi rst or very
close to first ~n safety among all industries in
the Nation. There has never been an injury or
death caused by a nuclear accident at SRp.
Environmental surveillance activities at and in the
vicinity of SRP (including monitorin9 stations On
the Savannah River as far away as Port Uentworth)
comprise the most comprehensive envi ro”mental
monitoring program at any site in the United
States. Results of this monitoring have been
reported to the public e~erY Year since 1959,
showing insignificant impacts on public health.

1-2 During the past several years, there have been an See the response to comment C-153 on
increasi,~g number of calls from public officials, oversight.
envi ronmental groups, and private citizens for the

appointment Of an oversight Committee tO prOvide
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independent monitoring and assessment of the
effectiveness of environmental protection
strategies involving both the public and workers at
the facil ity. There are management and oversight
functions within OOE and within the corporate
structure of Du Pent, the SRP!S operating
‘o”tractor. DOE also contracts with outside
consultants for performance audits on an annual
basis. In addition, all of the review and
oversight functions of the Federal government are,
and have been available, including the Government
Ac’ounti.g Office (GAO) , a“d the Inspectors General
of DOE, DOO, and other agencies having an
i“tei-est, The South Carolina Department of Health
and Envi ronmental Control ( SCOHEC) has primary
responsibil ity for enforcement of the Federal Safe
Orinking Water Act and its 1986 Amendments (PL
99-339)

1-3 It would appear, therefore, that the proposed SRP See
Oversight Committee could contribute very 1 ittle to oveI
the regulatory, monitoring and enforcement
functions al ready in place at the Federal , State
and local levels. Moreover, it will require
substantial courage to resist placing people on the
Committee whose agendas are more PO1 itical than
scientific. Nevertheless, the Savannah River Plant
is a vital National resource, not just for its
nuclear material production capabilities, but for
its research activities that center on the broad
problems of envi ronmental protection in the nuclear
age, including high-level nuclear waste disposal
applicable to both weapons production and to the
nuclear power industry. If an independent
Oversight Committee could be selected that would
possess the proper combination of scientific
expertise and personal objectivity, it could make a
contribution to better public understanding and
support of DOE’S missions.

the response to comment C-153 on
rsight.
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Very truly yours,

John C. Snedeker
President

cc: Senator Sam Nunn
Senator Wyche Fowler
Congressman Lindsay Thomas
Elizabeth Stewart, Savannah Area Chamber of

Commerce
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STATEMENT OF MR. JOSEPH R. FRANZWTHES ,
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IV, ATLANTA

U.S. Envi ronmental Protection Agency
Region IV
345 Courtl and Street
Atlanta, GA 30365

Mr. S. R. Wright
Oi rector, Environmental Oivision
Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
PO. BOX A
Aiken, South Carolina 29802

SUBJECT: Oraft Environmental Impact Statement
(E IS) for Waste Management Activities
for Groundwater Protection at SRP
EPA Log Number: D-DoE-E26001-SC

Oear Mr. Wright:

Pursuant to our responsibil i ties under Section 309
of the Clean Air Act and the National Envi ronmental
Policy Act (NEPA) , the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Oraft Envi ronmental
Impact Statement (DE IS) for Waste Management
Activi ties for Groundwater Protection at the
Savannah River Plant (SRP) Our review of the
document, which has focused on the long-range
envi ronmental issues of current and future waste
management activities at SRP, has involved all the
pertinent media programs.

The overall stated general purpose of this EIS is
to provide a more comprehensive framework to
evaluate SRP’S future waste management for
gro. ndwater protection projects and to evaluate the
cumulative effects of integrating the i.di. id.al
project actions, We ‘omme”d the Department of
Energy (OOE) for preparing this extensive document,
usiny an appropriate 100-year institutional period,
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and bel iev: the EIS can serve as a u~ef.1
programmatic framework to assist in guiding future
project/s ite-speci fic actions. Since State and
Federal regulatory actions at SRP are in progress,
the regulatory and NEPA actions should occur
concurrently as requi red by law.

In addressing its broad objective of modi fi cation
of waste management practices for protection of
groundwater, human health, and the environment, the
OEIS considers both programmatic waste management
strategies and some project/site-specific actions.
In summary these are stated to be:

● The selection of a strategy for the removal ,
remedial and closure actions at active and
inactive hazardous, low-level radioactive, and
mixed waste sites.

● The identification of new waste disposal and
storage facil i ties for hazardous, low-level
radioactive, and mixed wastes.

. The selection of alternatives to replace the
present discharge of disassembly–basin purge
water from the C-, K–, and P-Reactors.

In our review, therefore, we have considered this
stated dual-nature of the EIS and assessed its
abil ity to evaluate both levels of actions for the
purpose of complying with NEPA.

General ScoDe

J-1 First Of all, we understand the basis for limiting DOE-SR is discussing implementation of the
the scope of the OCIS to hazardous, mixed, and “8yprod”ct” rule with Region-l V EPA and
low–level radioactive wastes (LLW) However, since SCOHEC. Appl i cation and implementation of
the Final Rulemaking for Byproduct Material (May 1, the rule will be made on the basis of
19B7, FR) clarifies the regulatory responsibilities site-specific information. Accordingly, DOE
for njixed wastes, the FEIS should indicate the feels that it is unlikely that the
effects of this recent promulgation on the rulemaking will affect the selection of
programmatic strategy as well as the specific alternative waste management strategies
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remedial action? and proposed facilities For the
entire SRP operations. This means, that in order
for this CIS to provide the necessary, broad
frame-work to_assess the impacts on groundwater,
health and safety and the envi ronment, all waste
management activities should be considered
including transuranic (TRU) and high level
radioactive (HLW). In particular, this should
include the impacts of TRU waste disposal , both
prior and after 1970, on the siting considerations
for future LLW and mixed waste facilities.

J-2 Second, the DEIS goes to some effort to separate
the NEPA actions from the on-going or future
regulatory processes. We understand the rationale
for this approach, however since the actions being
addressed are basically of a regulatory nature, a
clearer and more extensive discussion of the
interrelationship of the NEPA and regulatory
process is warranted. This should include a more
detailed description of anticipated follow-up NEPA
documentation for project - specific actions and
other requirements for implementation including
permits under RCRA, NESHAPS, etc.

J-3 In addition, theve should be a discussion of the

Prioritization system and proposed proje’t
Implementation schedule that will be used by DOE in
achieving the proposed waste management objectives.

since the strategy selection was based on
environmental impacts, human health effects,
and instit. t~onal considerations.
Compl iance w~th regulatory requirements,
incl.ding the byproduct r.lemaking is a part
of the Combination strategy. TRU waste that
was non-retrievable disposed of in the SRP
low-level waste burial ground prior to 1970
was considered part of the “source term” of
burial ground radionucl ides, as were any
chemical constituents (Sections 4.2.1,
4.2.2, 4.2,3, 4.2.4 and F.2.7). TRu waste
that is retrievable stored is being assessed
in a separate DOE environmental assessment.
The management of HLW at the SRP and its
environmental effects are discussed in
EROA-1537 and the, Oefense Waste Processing
Facility FE IS, DOE/E IS-0082.

Text in the FEIS has been expanded to
provide broader discussions of
NEPA-regulatory interactions. A table has
been added in Section 2. 1.6 to show some of
these actions

Priorities and plans have been established
through the regulatory process for some
facilities (e. g., see Table 6-1 for plans at
interim status facilities); however, the
actual implementation of project-level
actions will be dependent on completion of
required regulatory interactions.
Priorities for closure of other sites will
be determined through these interactions.
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J-4 Thi rd, in this and subsequent project-specific NEPA
documents, the EIS should address the actions
necessary under each alternative to meet State and
Federal envi ronme. tal ~egulatio”s.

Wasti Ma.a~eme. t $trateati

J-5 For the purposes of bracketing the relative
envi ronmental impacts and implementation costs, we
note the EIS approach of del ineating three discreet
action strategies for addressing existing waste
sites. The No Action Strategy, in addition to
co,nplying with a NEPA requirement, provides one-end
of the cost and impact spectrum, although it
obviously would not meet current regulatory
vequi rements. The Elimination Strategy, which
proposes waste removal at all the 77 sites
considered, provides for the other end of the cost
and impact spectrum. . However, we are not sure the
linkage of the generic strategy to more project
specific actions in regard to new facilities and
purge water discharge is really necessary or is the
mix of actions always consistent (i .e. , continued
discharge of purge water under the Combination
Strategy) Our concerns about these site specific
actions will be discussed separately.

J-6 Of the programmatic strategies identi fied we accept
the Combination Strategy as providing the greatest
degree of flexibility in determining the exact
measures necessary at each waste management unit.
Because of the en. i ronmental hazards, worker
exposure, and other reasons, removal of waste at
all sites is not a desirable option. However, the

exact number of sites at v,hich removal of waste is
warranted should be based on the result of site
speci fic remedial investigations. For the purposes
of this document, we ca” accept the seven sites
proposed in the Combination Strategy for waste
removal as a useful starting point.

See the response to comment J-2.

The linkage of new disposal facilities and
disassembly basin purge water disposal to
actions of existing waste sites was made so
that a. SRP waste management strategy could
be developed for hazardous, low-level
radioactive, and mixed waste. The rationale
for linking project-specific actions within
a strategy is explained in the Summary under
the title head, ng “Alternative Strategi es.”
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New Oisoosal/Storaae Facilities

J-7 In general , the alternative disposal/storage
technologies being considered for new facilities
for low level radioactive, mixed and hazardous
waste are acceptable in so far as they meet the

appropriate regulatory requirements. In that
regard, alternatives such as the cement/fly ash
rtlatrix vault may have limited application for mixed
wastes since they do not meet the RCRA engineering
requirements and thus would requi re that any
constituent hazardous waste be del isted (40 CFR
260.22) In addition, because of the complex and
vulnerable geohydrology of the SRP site, we expect
that addi tional precautions will be necessary for
improved near-surface land disposal technologies.

J-8
In terms of sitina new waste facilities. we note
that three car,did; te sites have bee” identified in
the DEIS for consideration. However, if this EIS
is to be the definitive NEPA documentation on this
action, we do not consider the information provided
in this UEIS to be sufficient from a NEPA decision-
making standpoint. In particular, the entire
discussion in Appendix E (and in the main document)
needs to be expanded to include: a more complete
explanation of the screening methodology and siting
criteria, discussion of alternatives considered but
not selected, and the rationale for selecting
Candidate Sites B, G, and L.

J-9
The type of information considered acceptable
should be sufficient to ensure a reasonable, yet
co,>servative assessment of radioactivity release
into each of the most significant radioactivity
transport mechanisms for each of the five periods
of concern in the life of the disposal facil ity.
The most significant radioactivity transport
mechanisms include: groundwater, air, surface
water, di rect radiation, and biotic pathways. The
five periods of concern include: the operational ,

The cement/fly ash matrix vault concept is
discussed in the EIS as a facilitv tvoe
which conceptually would comply w~th’~he
intent of RCRA as well as being a facility
which could be built at the SRP by DOE. The
final design of such a mixed waste facility,
includinq the appropriateness of the vault
matrix and the need for liners and a
leachate collection system, will be
determined through regulatory compl iance
activities.

DOE(S prefevred alternative waste management
strategy includes design features for new
facilities that would include essentially
zero release for sol id low-level radioactive
waste, hazardous waste, and mixed waste.

Appendix, E has been revised to provide
explanation of screening methodology and
siting criteria, alternative sites and
rationales. Additional maps and tables have
also been prepared and included in the FE IS.

The PATHRAE code, health risk, and air
models, such as XOQOOQ, LADTAP, and GASPAR,
used to model radioactive releases from
existing waste sites take into account the
major envi ronmental pathways specified in
the comment (see Appendix H) Use of
transport models in this document, however,
was intended to provide the decision maker
with a relative basis for comparison of
alternative strategies, not for site-
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J-ID

J-n

closure, observation and surveillance, active
institutional control , and passive institutional
control periods, The information should include an
analysis that identifies and quantifies the most
significant release scenarios on the basis of the
specific details of the site environment, waste
acceptance criteria, facility design and operating
practices. Use of other than the most conservative
release models or pa~ameter values should be fully
discussed and justified. If credit is taken for
the reduction of radioactivity releases as a result
of special waste forms, waste packaging, or
disposal techniques; those waste streams that will
be disposed of using these techniques should be
clearly identified. The influence of these special
waste forms, packaging, or disposal techniques on
radioactivity releases should be quantified.

The issue of appropriate siting criteria also needs
further consideration. Any new facilities for
hazardous and mixed waste disposal will have to
meet siting criteria as part of the RCRA permitting
process. This criteria, which is under development
by EPA in response to the Hazardous and Solid Waste
Amendments (HSWA) of 1984, will give heavy emphasis
to geohydrological factors and protection of
vulnerable gro. ndwater resources.

Dis~o sal of Disa ssembl v-Basi n Pur~e Water

As was mentioned earlier, we recommend that the
alternative means of disposi.g of disassembly-basin
purge water be evaluated separately from the
overal 1 waste management strategy. Rather than
1 inking the continued use of the seepage basins
with the Combination Strategy, we recommend that

appropriate alternatives be pursued to el iminate
this practice which has resulted in groundwater
contamination with tritium.

specific determinations. A one hundred-
year institutional control period is
assumed. Health effects were modeled for
1000 years after the assumed closure of the
SRP waste site.

A conservative health effects model (280
excess cancers per mill ion population per
rem) was used throughout the EIS. Other
model bases are explained at 4.2, and

Appe. dix H and technical refere. ce
documentation (e.g. , DPST-85-904,
OPST-86-291 , and DPST-86-298) pro. i de
further detail concerning the selection of
conservative parameter values used in the
health effects and transport models.

See the responses to comments J-7 and J-8.
The final siting of new facilities will be
coordinated with EPA and SCOHEC as a part of
applicable [eg.lato:y r:qu? rements and will
meet RCRA siting crlterla, including
geohydrological factors, as appropriate.
00E has reviewed recently proposed si ting
standards in the JUIY 1, 1987, proposed
rulemaking for 40 CFR 264, 265, and 270.

Seepage basins are used to treat and, dispose
of purges of reactor disassembly–basin water
because they have proven to be a
cost-effective method, of reducing
occupational and of fslte radiation doses.
Although tritium levels i. water table
monitoring wells adjacent to the seepage
basins are high, there is no use of these
groundwatev veso. rces for drinking or
process purposes, Off site releases are
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The OEIS identi fies a number of alternatives to the
current practice. Of these, direct discharge to
surface streams does not appear to be advisable
based on possible stream and Savannah River water
qual i ty impacts. Therefore, we recommend that
other alternatives be evaluated further including
detriti ation and evaporation utilizing waste heat
from the reactors.

Detailed comments on the above actions are attached

Conclusion

Based on the our review of the DE IS, EPA rates the
proposed action EC-2, i .e. , we have environmental
concerns with certain aspects of the proposed
ac~~on(s) which may require modifications and
retlnements of the preferred alternative. In
addition, we request that supplemental information
be provided in the fEIS on the selection of the
ca(>di date waste disposal sites (along with other
requested in forn!ation and changes) We believe
this information is necessary to fully evaluate the
project alternatives.

We appreciate the opportunity of reviewing this
document and will be glad to meet with .You and YOU?
staff to discuss our concerns. If yo” have any
questions about our comments please call me or
Heinz Mueller of my staff at fTS 257-3776.

Sincerely yours,

Joseph R. Franzmathes
Assistant Regional Administrator

for Policy and Management

Attachment: Oetai led Comments

greatly reduced from their initial levels
because radionuclide travel time to surface
outcrops is increased, allowing radioactive
decay to occur. This decay factor is
especially significant for radionucl ides
with exceptionally long travel times.
Off site doses from seepage basin use are
calculated to be less than one mrem per year
to the maxi,nally exposed individual

There are two alternative treatment/disposal
methods which are readily available:
evaporation into the atmosphere and di rect
discharge to onsite streams. Evaporation of
tritium to the at,nosphere or di rect
discharge of tritium to the onsite streams
would result in a. annual release of 17,100
curies. Radiation doses to the public from
evaporation are discussed in Section 4.4.6
of the EIS. I“ addition, direct discharge
of triti.m to the onsite strea,.s would also
result in the release of other radionucl ides
(e. g., Cr-51, Sr-90, CS-137). The continued
use of seepage basins for treatme. t/disposal
of disassembly-basin purge water would
,esult in an”. al average tritium releases of
11,700 curies. Detriti ation of reactor
moderator has also been considered (since
its actual in)plementatio” would take several
years, it is not considered a readily
available technology) Initial reviews
indicate moderator triti.m levels might be
reduced by a factor of approximately 10 and
environmental releases by a factor of 2.

The cost-benefit of a moderator detriti ation
facility would be in excess of $3.0 million
per person-rem averted. The cost-benefit of
evaporation would be approximately $500,000
per person-rem averted.
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cc: J. Leonard Ledbetter, GADNR Accordingly, DOE has proposed in the EIS as
R. Lewis Shaw, SCDHEC a part of i ts preferred alternative that

seepage basin use be continued because:

each of the available purge water
disposal options increase tritium
releases;

the direct discharge alternative
increases doses to Savannah River
drinking water users; and,

the evaporation alternative has an
extremel Y hi gh cost per person–rem
averted.

DOE bel i eves that the continued use of
seepage basins is an envi ro.mentally sound
(resulting in the lowest releases of tritium
and calculated onsite and off site effective
whole body doses of less than 1 mrem Per
year) and cost-effective treatment/disposal
method for disassembly-basin purge water.
DOE agrees that contamination of groundwater
with t~itium should be avoided if a
practical al ternative can be found; none
presently exists. 00E will pursue
additional monitoring in reactor areas and
modeling pote[ltial travel paths of tritium
in the groundwater beneath the seepage
basins to increase confidence that future
potential users of groundwater resources
will not be affected. If any significant
environmental or health effects are
predicted, remedial actions viill be
undertaken.
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OETAILED COMMENTS

Wa* Manaement

J-12 ● Waste minimization should receive addi tional
attention in the preferred Combination Strategy
(required under HSWA of 1984). More
project-specific information should be provided
for proposals such as incineration to provide a
basis for NEPA evaluation and eventual
permitting action. If these actions are not
addressed as part of this overall waste
management strategy EIS, then appropriate
separate NEPA documentation will be required.

J-13 . Data from EPA’s ,nodel analysis for LLW indicates
that geohydrological conditions which exist at
southeastern, humid permeable sites warrant the
use of conservative disposal techniques for
radioactive and hazardous waste disposal to
minimize the need for future remedial action due
to possible leaching and groundwater
contamination.

J-14 ● Even though SRP provides waste isolation not
nornlallv found at some waste disgosal
facil it~es, EPA has reservations’ about the
disposal of LLW in a sanitary/industrial
landfill because of the potential for worker
exposure and long-terin intruder risk. Further
assessment and projections of potential releases
should be provided dependent on the radionuclide
inventory and concentrations.

J-15 ● Because it does not meet RCRA permitting
engineering criteria, Cement /Flyash Matrix (C FM)
would only be an appropriate disposal technology
for non-RCRA-hazardo. s waste. Any proposed use
for mixed waste would first require deli sting of
the RCRA hazardous waste and thus may 1 imit its
potential operational flexibil ity.

Volume reduction and incineration are
discussed in Appendixes D a“d J of the
FE IS, Waste minimization programs are
continuing efforts at the SRP; many are in
the demonstration phase and are “ot
currently specific alternatives for remedial
actions or other actions within the scope of
the EIS.

See the response to comment J-7.

See the resoo. se to co(n,nent J-7

See the response to co,])ment J-7
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J-1b ●

.J-17

J-18 ●

In determining the extent of the clean-up, ALARA
cot)siderations, and which waste sites are to be
considered for ren)oval , the risk during site
cleanup of Slgni fi cant occupational radiat, on
exposure should be an important factor.

The issue of LLW regulatory guidance standards
used for risk assessment req. i res more
attention. We note that the DEIS uses values
that are inconsistent with the emerging
regulatory direction. Therefore, the FEIS
should contain, additional technical justification
and further evidence that the dose to any member
of the public in the general en. i ronment does
.ot exceed 25 mrem/yr. The exposure scenarios
for the #’de minimi s,, (below regulatory concern)
should i“cl. de: landfill workers, reuse of
materials, intruder-construction,
i ntruder-agric.l t.re, of f-si te exposed
individuals, and off-site critical population
groups.

we note that the OEIS uses a number of different
criteria in assessing the required clean-up
levels. Although we real ize these limits were
assumed for the purposes of NEPA evaluation,
RCRA currently requi res either the clean-up to
achieve background levels or in-P1aCe Cl Osur@
with long-term monitoring for regulated units.
Regulations concerning corrective actions at
solid waste units are currently under
development by EPA. If cleanup standards are
pronlulgated that are more stringent than levels
ass.,ned for this OEIS, then all DEIS proposed
site–specific closure actions will have to be
reconsidered.

OOE agrees that occupational risk is an
important factor in determining which waste
sites are to be considered for waste removal
(see the first paragraph of Section 4.2.4).

OOE, s current g.idel ines for exposure are
100 mrem per year fronj all pathways of which
25 mrem per year is from atmospheric
pathways. These guide] ines are used
throughout the EIS and also in annual
environmental reports. Compl ia.ce with
current regulations is an explicit compOnent
of the Dedication, Elimination, and
Combination strategies. Therefore, if the
referenced “emerging regulatory di recti on”
is finalized, closure and remedial action
plans that meet these regulations would be
establ i shed through appropriate regulatory
interactions.

Consideration of closure and remedial
actions at waste sites to achieve required
residual contami”a”t levels will be made
during regulatory compl iance interactions.
The levels discussed in the EIS are based on
modeling and monitoring data and are used
for the p.vpose of illustrating a relative
risk level associated with alternative
strategies. The final
contaminant level will
appropriate regulatory

acceptable residual
be determined through
~nteractions.
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J-19 ●

J-20

~ J-21

.

$

J-22

J-23 .

DOE considers 71 of 168 waste sites for action
in the DEIS. Ve~y little justification is given
for not looking at the other 91 waste disposal
sites. The DEIS itself does not address site
sele’tion cri teria. Assuming that the risk
assessment selection criteria in the
Environmental Information Oocument (oPsT-86-291 )
was used, we offer the following comments on
this criteria:

a) The criteria for nonradioactive constituents
does not include all hazardous constituents
in 40 CFR $261 Appendix VIII. Justification
should be given for any constituents not
included in selection criteria.

b) Any site with levels of Appendix VIII
constituents that are above background
should at least be considered for remedial
action.

c) Background documents should present data on
all units not selected for consideration,
The FEIS should just>fy choosing the “no
action” alternative for these sites.

All site specific decisions concerning closure
and remedial action at solid waste management
units will have to be reviewed through the RCRA
permitting process. This authority should be
addressed in the FEIS and site-specific
re’omme”dations in the document should be
ide”ti fied as “pending regulatory review. ” The.
dedication strategy ma,y be deemed unacceptable
for some sites,

OPST-86-291 was not used to select the 77
ex, sting waste sites. Section 2.2.1
summarizes the selection of 7? of 168 waste
sites for detailed assessment of alternative
closure and remedial actions. Section B.l. l
provides justification for not assessing the
other 91 sites.

See the response to comment J-19.

See the response to comment J-19

Background documents, particularly
DPST-83-829, present data on units not
selected for detailed consideration in this
EIS. This EIS neither justifies nor chooses
“no action” for these sites.

DOE is comitted to comply with R(RA and its
authority and all other environmental
regulations in pursuing site–specific
decisions and actions.
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Groundwater

J-24 ● A major issue with respect to groundwater
protection at SRP is the continued use of the
seepage basins for disposal of triti ated purge
water from the disassembly basins, It is our
recommendation that this practice be
discontinued,

Use of these seepage basins has resulted in
signi fica. t groundwater contamination with
tritium. as reported in DOE’s Savannah River
Plant Envi ronmental Report for 1985. According
to the information contained in this report
during its migration to the surface water
streams, sufficient decay of the tritium to
achieve drinking water standards will not occur.

J-25

J-26 Di rect discharge of disassembly-basin purge
water to surface streams is cited as a possible
al ternative to continued use of the seepage
basins. However, the DEIS does not indicate the
concentration levels of tritium which are
discharged to the seepage basins nor are the
impacts of these increased concentration levels
assessed on the stream envi ronment. Until these
issues are add,essed, the discharge of
disassembly-basin purge water di rectl y to
surface waters cannot be considered a viable
alternative.

See the response to comment J-n

Analyses of raw Savannah River water
downriver from the SRP show that average
tritium concentrations are 3,9D0 pCi/L.
This triti”m concentration is only about 20
percent of the (SRP Environmental Report for
1986) EPA d~inking water standard of 20,000
pCi/L for finished water. Off site drinking
water analyses at treatment plants
consistently show levels less than Primary
Ori nki ng Water Standards. Concentrations at
the Beau fort-Jasper and Port Wentworth
drinking water supplies were 3,100 pCi/L and
3,400 pCi/L, respectively (SRP Environmental
Report for 1986)

The di rect discharge of triti ated
disassembly basin purge water to onsite
streams, while increasing tritium
concentration levels in these controlled
access area streams, does not increase
off site drinking water concentrations or
radiological doses above standards or
guidelines. When compared to the preferred
alternative of discharging to the reactor
seepage basins, di rect discharge would cause
an incremental increase in Savannah River
concentration of about 779 pCi /L, less than
four percent of the cui-rent di-inking water
standard of 20,000 pCi/L (Section 4,4). DOE
has no plans for directly discharging
disassembly-basin purge water di rectly to
surface water.
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J-28

J-27 It is our bel ief that the use of these seepage
basins contributes to elevated tritium levels in
the Savannah River and tributaries to the
Savannah R,ver. Levels of tritium in excess of
20,000 pCill have been observed for short
d“ratioos in the Savannah River which serves as
a source of drinking water supply for cities in
Georgia and South Carolina. As such, neither
continued use of the seepage basins nor di rect
discharge of disassembly-basin purge water to
area surface streams would appear to be
advisable alternatives.

We recommend that other alternatives for
disposal of the disassembly basin purge water be
developed. Detriti ation and/or evaporation
util i zing waste heat from the reactors should be
examined as alternatives. Of course, the health
affects and associated risks involved in
evaporative release of tritiunl to the atmosphere
would have to be added to the cumulative SRP
facility’s releases of tritium. 1. addition,
these releases would have to be furthev
evaluated as potential air emissions of
radioactivity under authority of the Clean Ai r
Act NESHAP regulations.

J-29 ● It is implied throughout the DEIS that release
of contaminants into groundwaters at the site
will affect only water table aquifers and not
underlying confined aquifers such as the
Congaree or Black Creek formations. Groundwater
contamination has been observed, however, in the
Congaree and Black Creek aquifers at Savannah
River Plant (SRP), as a result of site-specific
activities, Under any strategy which involves
containment of contaminated groundwater at a
site which 1 ies in a potential recharge zone on
SRP, consideration should be given to

See the responses to comments J-n and J-25.

See the response to comment J-1 1.

Health risks for evaporation are presented
in Section 4.4.4

Section 4.4.6 states that the cost-benefit
of detritiatio. would be more than $3
mi 11 i on per person-rem averted compared to
the DOE preferred alternative and about
$500,000 per person-rem averted for
evaporation. This substantially exceeds the
10 CFR 50, Appendix 1 criteria of $1000 per
pe~son-rem averted.

The text of the EIS has been revised in
terms of groundwater contamination at the
SRP. SRP recharge zones are discussed in
Appendix A and in Chapter 3. Improved
groundwater head data based on April 1987
measurements have been incorporated (e.g. ,
Figures 3-5, A-6, and A-16). The potential
for vertical contaminant migration is
discussed in Chapter 4 in terms of expected
health eFfects (i .e. , the expected
contaminant concentrations following closure
actions and the end of instit”tio.al
control )
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J-30 .

J-31 .

J-32 ●

J-33 .

contaminant containment in the vertical
di rection as well as the horizontal direction.
Complete hydraul ic separation of the water table
aquifer from the underlying formations cannot be
assumed, especially in light of the evidence of
downward migration in some areas. In
discussions of alternative actions for
groundwater protection as presented in the DE IS,
the need for the prevention of vertical
contaminant migration in potential recharge
areas should be addressed as part of any
containment strategies.

Because of the criticality of impacts on the
gro. ndwater resources and the complexity of the
geohydrology underlying SRP, greater emphasis
should be given in developing a set of siting
a“d evaluation criteria to include
geohydrologic.1 factors. Under HSWA Of 1984,
siting criteria are being developed which will
be considered in permitting of new facilities.

On page 4-74, i t appears that when the TNX is
included, six sites (not five), are predicted to
exceed the EPA 4 mrem annual drinking water
1 imit after implementation of the Combination
Strategy.

Discussion of gro. ndwater contamination at SRP
should more fully reflect the extent of the
problem of the observed contao, ination in the
Congaree and Black Creek aq. i fers. Statements
such ~~ ,,previo”sly acceptable waste management

practices, have caused occasional cases of
groundwater conta,ni nation, mostly in wat@r-table
aquifers, ” clearly understate the problem.

For all waste management units regulated under
RCRA, groundwater monitoring must comply with

See the response to comment J-10.

The 10.7 millirem dose from the old TNX
seepage basin outfall is not a drinking
water dose. It is an atmospheric dose and
is below the DOE annual dose limit of 25
mill i rem for the atmospheric pathway.

The statement has been revised to read “Some
aqui fers have been contaminated as a result
of these practice s.” Other current data and
information o“ these conditions will be
included in the FE IS, particularly in
Chapters 3 and Appendix A.

See the response to comment J-23.
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J-34 .

Part 264 of RCRA. At sites where the waste has
been removed and groundwater contamination has
occurred, long-term monitoring will be required
and a leach ate collection system may be
necessary as part of post-closure care.

For remedial action of groundwater Appendix C discusses the applicability of
contamination, pumping appears to be the most groundwater pumping and barriers at SRP
effective and applicable to SRP. Impermeable sites and acknowledges the 1 imi ted
barriers should only be used in cases where apPl l~abil ity of Impermeable barriers
geological confining strata is continuously (Sect~on C. 1 .3.3) Groundwater recovery and
present and complete, and the water table is treatment of VOCS by air stripping is
shallow. currently under way in the M–Area.

~

J-35 ● Further clarification is necessary in Chapter See the response to comment J-7
2.0 and Appendix E in regard to the impact of
waste minimization on the estimated volumes and
costs.

J-36 ● Further consideration should be given in the See the response to comment J-7.
FEIS in regard to the cost/benefits of
pre-disposal processing, continuing sample
analysis, long-term streamlgroundwater
monitoring, etc. as these ongoing costs affect
the selection of appropriate disposal
technologies, There may well be a trade-off
between the higher, longer-term monitoring and
maintenance costs and initial capital savings
from the use of alternatives such as
near-surface land disposal

J-37 ● To ensure that the summary conclusions presented The Summary and Chapters 2, 3, and 4 have
in the body of the EIS are consistent with the been revi seal.
more detailed data in the appendices and the
EIDs, some supporting technical data should be
provided along with the conclusions. This is
particularly in evidence in discussions of the
de minimis radioactivity levels.

I
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J-38 ● Although we are aware that the data base is
continually evolving and o“ the whole a good
attempt has been ,nade to incorporate the best
and most current data, we note the use of
outdated data in some instances (e.g. , M-Area
well saIIIpl i.g data and F– a“d H–Areas heavy
nletal contamination, etc. ) where more recent
than 1984 data is available, The FEIS should
reflect the best and most cut-rent information
(in that regard the Annual Environmental Report
data base is an important resou~ce that should
be m“re fully utilized).

Responses

Updated information, and current data have
been incorporated in the FEIS as
appropriate. The DOE AnrIIJal E“vi ronmental
Report was issued during the DEIS public
comment period. It has been referenced and
used as a data so. vce in the FEIS (Chapters
3, 4, ar)d 5 and Appendixes F and L)
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STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN C. VI LLFORTH
U S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HuNAN SERVICES

PUBLIC HLALTH SERVICE

June 26, 1987

MT, S. R, Wright
Di rector, Envi ronmental Oivision
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
P, O. Box A
Ai ken, South Carolina 29802

Dear Mr. Wright:

The staff of the Center for Oevices and
Radiological Health have reviewed the Oraft
Envi ronmental Impact Statement (DOE/E IS-0120D) for
Waste Management Activities for Groundwater
Protection, Savannah River Plant, Aiken, South
Carol ina, dated April 1987. Our effort is
primarily d~rected to eval. atio” of the p.bl ic
health and radiological safety impacts associated
with the four alternative strategies for waste
management facil i ties. We have the following
comments to offer:

1. The presentation of alternate waste management
strategies for hazardous, low-level radioactive
and mixed waste in Chapter 2 provides a
reasonable assessment of the mechanisms and
technology available for reducing the publ ic
health impact from the SRP waste management
activities and oroiect-soecific act~ons. All
of the strategi~s, ”excep~ that of No-Action,
have merit; but considering our concern for
protection uf the public from potential sources
of radiation exposure, we agree with 00E that
the Combination strateav would be the preferred
alternative. The summ~;y and comparison of
alternate waste management strategies shown in
Table 2-10 and the project-specific actions for
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K-1

K-2

“ew low-level radioactive waste disposal
facilities and the discharge of
disassembly-basil) purge water shown in Table
2-11 and 2-12, respectively, provides the data
in summary format to support the selection of
the Combination alternative as the preferred
strategy.

2. Section 3.2.3.3 discusses the occurrence of The design-basis tornado has a very low
tornadoes in the SRP area. South Carolina is probabil ity of occurrence; therefore, the
in Region 1, as shown in the NRC’s Regulatory effects resulting from the scenarios
Guide 1.76, “Oesign Basis for Nuclear Power presented in this comment were not analyzed
Plant s.” Table I of this reference indicates
that the maximum wind speed could be 360 miles
per hour, which is the sum of the 290 miles per
hour rotational speed and a maximum of 70 miles
per hour translational speed. Under such
tornado conditions, it would be possible for
radioactive waste material stored at any waste
site awaiting disposal to be 1 if ted up by the
force of the tornado and could result in (1 )
ai rborne radioactivity, and (2) surface
radioactive contamination at some other
location 0. site. If such a situation is
likely to occur, it would be appropriate to
expand this Section to include predicted extent
of environmental contamination and population
exposure. 1“ the unlikely event of a tornado
striking the SRP, the consequences could be as
devastating as those at Saragosa, Texas, on May
23, 1987.

3. It appears from the discussion in Section 3.7 The intent of Section 3.7 is to present the
that releases of radioactive material to the environment as it exists at the SRP now. 1.
atmosphere result in calculated averaye contrast, Appendixes F and G present the
concentrations at the giant perimeter that strategies that can be employed to mitigate
rar?ge from 10-2 to 10- percent of the DOE the impacts that would result from no action
derived concentration guide (Table 3-18) A such that appropriate standards can be (I,et.
continuing envi ronmental and potential public
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health problem that is of concern to .s is
related to the sol id and liquid low-level
radioactive wastes that are treated and
disposed of on the SRP. Radioactive releases
from such operations can enter the groundwater
at specific locations. Further, migration of
radion.elides to the gro. ndwater can result
from ( 1) seepage basins that have received
low-level radioactive waste streams and (2) the
leachates f,om buried solid low-level
radioactive waste~. The discussion on the
gro. ndwater envi ronment, Section 3.7.1,2, page
3-51, points out that tritium is the most
abundant radio nuclide entering the groundwater
and that the measurements in 1984 a“d 1985
indicate that the triti.m concentrations exceed
the EPA drinking water standard of 20,000
pCi/1 We believe that the proposed actions at
existing waste sites for alternative strategies
as presented in Appendix F and Appendix G would
provide the technological means for reducing
the releases of radion.elides to the
groundwater so that these are either not
detectable or less than current radiation
protection standards and less than EPA, s
drinking water standard of 4 mrem per year from
all radio nucl ides.

4. The primary environmental transport pathway is The intent of the EIS is to present a
through the groundwater and the secondary strategy that will allow the in)plementation
pathway is via the atmosphere where population of actions which will assure that all
exposure results from deposition of radioactive aPPl ic?ble standards, including those for
material and subsequent uptake from food radlat, on protection, will be met.
cons.,nptiorl and by inhalation. The
colnputati onal ,I]ethodology with models for the
groundwater pathway (Appendix H. 1 ) a“d the
atmospheric pathway (Appendix H,2) provide a
basis for determining relative environmental
consequences of the various approaches
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considered for existing waste site and new
disposal facil i ties. The data from these two
models provide reasonable esti,nates of the
annual maximum individual and collective
doses. Results of these calculations are shown
i“ Appendix H, Table H-1 , and indicate that the
doses froni SRP are within cu~rent radiation
protection standards. We note in Chapter 4,
Section 4.2. 1.3 (No-Action), 4.2.2.3
(Dedication), 4.2.3.3 (Elimination) and 4.2.4.3
(Combination) that the peak annual doses to the
maximally exposed individual from 21 low–level
radioactive and mixed waste sites should meet
three conditions. These are (1) be within the

100 mrem DOE Annual dose 1 imit for all
pathways, (2) the 4 mrem per year EPA drinkiclg
water standard, and (3) all sites must meet
individually the 25 mrenl DOE annual dose limit
{or the atnlospheric pathway. The peak annual
dose to the maximally exposed individual from
radiological releases and the year of peak
exposure are shown in Tables 4-11, 4-26, 4–36
and 4-42 for No–Action, Dedication,
Elimination, and Combination strategies,
respectively. It appears from the discussion
of these Tables that meeting the EPA drinking
water limit is a“ i,nportant factor that must be
considered in the imple,nentation of the
selected strateg,y. We bel i eve that the release
of all radionucl ides to the gro. ndwater must be
‘ontrol led to compl y with appl i cable radiation
protection standards.

K-4 5. The envi ronmental surveillance program for the The ..r. eillar, ce p,-ograo, for the SRP has
sRP is considered to be capable of m]easuri,)g de,notlst rated i ts capabil ity to ,neasu !-e the
the extent of releases of radioactive materials extent of releases of radioactive materials
to the environ, nent, and of verifyi,)g that the to the envi ro!!ment and verify that the dose
dose commitment to individuals and population. commit tnent to individuals ilrlll the p.bl ic
meets Currerlt radiation protection standards. meet radiati of) protection standards.
Chapter 5 describes the studies and moni toring
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program that are essential to characterize the
SRP radiation envi ronment. We commend 00E in
~ts commit”ler,t to conduct a co,nprehensive
nloni toring proyram. In particular, we
vecognize the extensive monitoring activities
that are being conducted to determine ( 1) the
radioactivity in groundwater from F Area to
}1 Area, and reactor seepage basins, (2) the
migration 01 radio”.elides from burial ground
storage locations, and (3) the pote,>tial
gro. ndwater contan]i”atio” by ,mea. s of a“ early
detection monitoring progran, to be carried out
in conj. octio[> with site closure activities of
the mixed waste ,n,ar,ageme”t fa’il ity.

6. The DEIS does not contairl any specific Ihe recolnmended change i“ the EIS has bee”
information on emerger, cy plar, r,ing and nlade.
coordination with the State of South Carolina
in the .“likely event of an accident. Ill our
j.dgement, Sectioc, 2.5.14, page 2-68, should be
expanded to briefly prese!]t plans and describe
the coordination that would be in place during
the modi fi cation OF waste ,nanagement activities
for hazardous, low-level radioactive and mixed
wastes at the SRP,

K-5

Thank yOIJ for the opportunity to review and comment
on this Draft E,lviron,r,ental Impact Statement.

Sincerely you,,,

John C. Vil 1 fort},
Director
Center for Devices and

Radiological Health
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L-1

L-2

STATEMENT OF
BEATRICE D. JONES

June 27, 1987

It should be noted that the Department of Energy
has taken two years to respond to comments made
during the p.bl ic scopi!)g period of May 1985.

In contrast, me,nbers of the p.bl ic had S1 ightly
over two months to study and respond to the
O. E.l. S. “Waste Management Activities for
Gro. ndwater Protection at the Savannah River Plant,
Ai ken, South Carol ina. ”

I would like to see greater consideration 9iven to
those who lnake comments at O. O.E. hearings

Beatrice 0. Jones
1829 Senate Street
Columbia, SC 29ZOI

Responses to scoping co,nments appear in

Appe. di. K of the draft a“d final EIS.

DOE makes every attempt to accommodate and
encourage public participation in its public
hearings in terms of Iocatio” a“d schedule.
Comments may always be submitted to DOE in
writing by these individuals who find it
inconvenient or impossible to attend the
public hearin9s.
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STATEMENT OF MARY T. KELLEY, Ph.D.
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF SOUTH CAROLINA

June 28. 1987

Mr. S, R, Wright
Director, Environmental Oivision
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
Post Office Box A
Aiken, SC 29802

Dear Mr. Wright:

The. League of Women Voters of South Carol ina
appreciates the opportunity to comment o“ the Draft
Envi ronmental Impact Statement for Waste Management
Activities for Groundwater Protection at the
Sa.a””ah River Plant. Although we tiere present at
the publ ic hearing in Ai ken on June 4, 1987 we were
unable to prepare testimony in time for that
meeting and would 1 ike to have the following
comments included wi th the final record.

M-1 As we stated in our re(narks submitted for the DOE is committed to compliance with
scoping phase for this EIS in May of 1985, we
bel i eve that the Savannah River Plant should co,nply

applicable State and Federal e“vi ronme. tal
laws and regulations. Agencies with

wi th state and Federal environmental laws and jurisdiction and ~egulator.y authority have
regulations for water quality, air quality, access to 00E facilities to perform
groundwater q.al ity and protection, and hazardous inspections,
waste management; and that state and Federal
regulatory agencies must be accorded full access
for inspection and monitoring as well as complete
cooperation. We applaud the fact that at this time
there is much greater co!npliance and cooperation.

We strongly support congressional efforts for
independent oversight and monitoring as protective
of not onl y the publ ic interest but the interests
of the dedicated and capable people who are
er)trusted with managing this important defense
facility.

,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,,, ,, ,, ,, .
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M-2 Since work on this Draft EIS was initiated two DDE is fully co,nmitted to impleme[)tation of
years ago, much has changed in the RCRA law through RCRA and e“s.i,lq a,]]efldn,e.ts and
vartous amendments, and in the applicabil ity of regulations, The exact !number of sites
RCRA to DOE facilities. The law suit that is “OW affected by f,, ture DOE regulatory
pending, brought by Energy Research Fo. ”dation a“d
the League of Women Voters could extend EV@.

interactions will be decided following DOE, .
Record of Oecision o“ this EIS. See the

further the nu,nber of affected sites, The EIS must response to comlnent C-1 The FEIS has
take these factors into account. DOE*S actions updated a“d revised its regulatory
must be based orl this new set of circumstances, We discussions. Tbe cost comparisons presented
are disappointed that so many decision are based on i“ this EIS are identified as pvelimi”ary
cost– we contend that costs avoided are costs and are s. b,ject to revision. See the
deferred a“d ,more expensive in the long r.”. response to comment C–116,

M-3 Because this draft EIS is ir)tended for use by the The EIS uses data obtained in the first
general public, it is too bad that it could not
have been written in a ,nore lucid, better organized

quarter of 1987 or the last quarter of lg86.

fashion. Or!e gets the impression on reading any
such doc.me(]t (there are a few exceptions) that the
work of many people was put together, wi tt, o.t any
real atte,npt to ,ntegrate the parts. It rr!akes i t
most difficult to read, The data used are in many
instances outmoded- why are tie spending so much
money to collect new and pertinent data if it is
not beir)g used?

M-4 11 is most in)portant that DOE get its SRP See the response~ to con]nlents A-3, A-4, and
en. i ronmental house in order, The prospect exists A-5
that a [new production reactor cold be built at
this site. It is “lost unacceptable that such an
action occur until it ca” be show” that existing
envi ronmental pro ble,ns wi 1 I be eliminated, and no
“ew O,, eS created,

M-5 Thank you for per,!littinq us to comment on the draft
EIS. As an ovgani. ation dedicated to facilitating
the involven]ent of the public in the public’s
business, vie urge that all the com,nents you receive
be given serious consideration. Many of the,.
suggest changes based o“ valid techr> ical
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considerations, Please evaluate them carefully,
and where appropriate, we urge that actions be
modified.

Sincerely yours,

Mary T. Kelly, Ph. D
Natural Resources Chai rman
LWVSC




